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This is the edited text of a talk given at CERN on Septem ber 16, 2003, as part of
a celbration of the 30th anniversary of the discovery of neutral currents and the 20th
anniversary of the discovery ofthe W and Z particles.

I have been asked to review the history of the fom ation of the Standard
M odel. It is natural to tell this story as a sequence of brilliant ideas and
experin ents, but here I will also tak about som e of the m isunderstandings
and false starts that went along w ith this progress, and why som e stepswere
not taken until long after they becam e possble. T he study of what was not
understood by scientists, or was understood w rongly, seem s to m e often the
m ost Interesting part of the history of science. Anyway, i is an aspect of
the Standard M odelw ith which Tam very fam iliar, foras you w ill see In this
talk, I shared in m any of these m isunderstandings.

Tl begin by taking you back before the Standard M odel to the 1950’s.
It was a tin e of frustration and confusion. The success of quantum elec—
trodynam ics In the late 1940s had produced a boom In elem entary particke
theory, and then the m arket crashed. Tt was realized that the four-ferm ion
theory of weak Interactions had in nities that could not be elin nated by
the technique of renomm alization, which had worked so brilliantly In elec-
trodynam ics. The four-ferm ion theory was perfectly good as a low est-order
approxin ation, but when you tred to push it to the next order of pertur-
bation theory you encountered unrem ovable In nities. T he theory of strong
Interactions had a di erent problem ; there was no di culty In constructing
renom alizable theories of the strong interactions like the orignal Yukawa
theory but, because the strong interactions are strong, perturbation theory
was uselkss, and one could do no practical calculations w ith these theordies.
A desper problem w ith our understanding of both the weak and the strong
Interactions was that there was no rationale for any of these theories. The
weak interaction theory was sin ply cobbled together to t what experin en—
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tal data was available, and there was no evidence at all for any particular
theory of strong interactions.

T here began a period of disilhisionm ent w ith quantum eld theory. The
comm uniy of theoretical physicists tended to solit into what at the time
were som etin es called, by analogy w ith atom ic wave functions, radial and
azin uthal physicists. R adial physicists were concemed w ith dynam ics, par-
ticularly the dynam ics of the strong Interactions. They had little to say
about the weak Interactions. Som e ofthem tried to prooceed just on the basis
of general principles, using dispersion relations and R egge pok expansions,
and they hoped ultim ately for a pure S-m atrix theory of the strong inter-
actions, com plktely divorced from quantum eld theory. W eak interactions
would som ehow take care of them selves later. A zinuthal physicists were
more modest. They took it as a working rule that there was no point in
trying to understand strong interaction dynam ics, and instead they studied
the one sort of thing that could be used to m ake predictions w ithout such
understanding | principles of symm etry.

But there was a great obstacke in the understanding of sym m etry princi-
pls. M any symm etry principles were known, and a large fraction of them
were only approxin ate. That was certainly true of isotopic spin sym m etry,
which goes back to 1936 [1]. Strangeness conservation was known from the
beginning to be violated by the weak interactions R]. Then in 1956 even the
sacred symm etries of space and tine, P and PT oonservation, were found
to be violated by the weak interactions [3], and CP conservation was found
n 1964 to be only approxin ate 4]. The SU (3) symm etry of the \eightfold
way" discovered in the early 1960s B]was at best only a fair approxin ation
even for the strong interactions. This left us with a findam ental question.
M any azin uthal physicists had thought that symm etry principles were an
expression ofthe sin plicity of nature at its despest lkevel. So what are you to
m ake of an approxin ate sym m etry principle? T he approxin ate sim plicity of
nature?

During this tin e of confusion and frustration In the 1950s and 1960s
there em erged three good ideas. These ideas took a long tin e to m ature,
but have becom e fundam ental to today’s elem entary particle physics. I am
am phasizing here that it took a long tin e before we realized what these ideas
were good for partly because I want to encourage today’s string theorists,
who Ithink also have good ideas that are taking a long tin e to m ature.

The rstofthe good ideas that I'llm ention is the quark m odel, propossd



In 1964 ndependently by GelblM ann and Zwelg [6]. The idea that hadrons
arem ade of quarks and antiquarks, used In a naive way, allowed one to m ake
som e sense of the grow Ing m enu of hadrons. A Iso, the naive quark m odel
Seam ed to get experin ental support from an experin ent done at SLAC in
1968 under the ladership of Friedm an, K endall, and Taylor [/], which was
analogous to the experim ent done by G eiger and M arsden in Rutherford’s
laboratory In 1911. G eiger and M arsden had found that alpha particles were
som etin es scattered by gold atom s at lJarge angles, and R utherford inferred
from this that the m ass of the atom s was concentrated in som ething like a
point particle, which becam e known as the nuclkus ofthe atom . Th the sam e
way, the SLAC experin ent found that electrons were som etin es scattered
from nuclkons at large angls, and this was interpreted by Feynm an and
B prken B] as indicating that the neutron and proton oconsisted of point
particles. Tt was natural to dentify these \partons" with GellM ann and
Zwelg’s quarks. But of course the m ystery about all this was why no one
ever saw quarks. W hy, for exam ple, did oil drop experin ents never reveal
third Integer charges? I rem ember D alitz and Lipkin at various conferences
show ing all the successfiil predictions of the naive quark m odel for hadron
system atics, while I sat there rem aining stubbomly unconvinced, because
everyone knew that quarks had been loocked for and not found.

T he second of the good ideas that were extant in the 1950sand 1960swas
the idea ofgauge (or Jocal) symm etry. (O foourse electrodynam ics wasm uch
oMer, and could have been regarded as based on a U (1) gauge symm etry,
but that wasn’t the point of view of the theorists who developed quantum
electrodynam ics in the 1930s.) Yang and M ills P] in 1954 constructed a
gauge theory based not on the sim ple one-dim ensional group U (1) of elec—
trodynam ics, but on a three-din ensional group, the group SU (2) of isotopic
oin conservation, in the hope that this would beocom e a theory of the strong
Interactions. This was a beautifiil theory because the symm etry dictated
the form of the interactions. In particular, because the gauge group was
non-Abelian (the \charges" do not commute w ith each other) there was a
self-nteraction of the gauge bosons, lke the self-nteractions of gravitons in
general relativity. Thiswas just the sort ofthing that brings py to the heart
of an elem entary particlke theorist.

T he quantization ofnon-A belian gauge theories was studied by a num ber
of other theorists [10], generally w thout any idea of applying these theories
Inm ediately to known interactions. Som e of these theorists developed the



theory of the quantization of Yang{M ills theories as a wam ~up exercise for
theproblam they really wanted to solve, the quantization ofgeneral relativity.
Tt took a few years before physicists began to apply the Yang{M ills idea to
the weak interactions. This was In part because in 1954, as you m ay recall,
the beta decay interactions were known to be a m ixture of scalar, tensor,
and perhaps psesudoscalar our-fem ion interactions. T his was the result ofa
series of w rong experin ents, each one ofwhich as soon as it was discovered to
be w rong was replaced by another w rong experin ent. Tt wasn’t until 1957
58 that it becam e generally realized that the weak interactions are in fact a
m xture of vector and axial vector Interactions [11], of the sort that would
be produced by interm ediate vector bosons.

T heories of Intermm ediate vector bosons were then developed by several
authors [12], but generally, except for the papersby B ludm an in 1958 and by
Salam and W ard in 1964, w ithout reference to non-A belian local sym m etries.
(For Instance, w ith the exceptions noted, these papers did not include the
quadrilinear interactions am ong vector bosons characteristic of theories w ith
non-Abelian local sym m etries.) Iw illhave m ore to say about som e of these
papers later.

From the beginning, the chief cbstack to the application of the Yang{
M ills approach to theories of etther the weak or the strong interactions was
the problem ofm ass. G auge sym m etry forbids the gauge bosons from having
any m ass, and it was supposad that any m assless gauge bosons would surely
have been detected. In all the papers of ref. 12 a m ass was put In by hand,
but this would destroy the rationale for a gauge theory; the local sym m etry
principle that m otivates such theores would be violated by the insertion of
am ass. Obviously also the arbirary insertion ofm ass tem sm akes theories
Isspredictive. F inally, through the work of several authors [13] in the 1960s,
it was realized that non-Abelian gauge theories w ith m ass temm s Inserted by
hand are non-renom alizable, and therefore In this respect do not represent
an advance over the original four-ferm ion weak interaction.

T he third ofthe good ideas that Iw ished tom ention was the idea of spon—
taneously broken symm etry: there m ight be sym m etries of the Lagrangian
that are not sym m etries of the vacuum . P hysicists cam e to this idea through
two rather di erent routes.

The rst woute was founded on a findam ental m isunderstanding. Re-
m em ber that for som e tin e there had been a problem of understanding the
known approxin ate sym m etries. M any of us, ncluding m yself, were at st



under the illusion that if you had an exact symm etry of the eld equations
of nature which was spontaneously broken then i would appear experin en—
tally as an approxin ate symm etry. T his is quite w rong, but that’'s what we
thought. (H eisenberg continued to believe this as late as 1975 [14].) At rst
this seem ed to 0 er a great hope of understanding the m any approxin ate
symm etries, lke isotopic spin, the 8-fold way, and so on. Thus it was re-
garded as a terrlble sstback in 1961 when G oldstone announced a theoram

[15], proved by G oldstone, Salam and myself [16] the follow Ing year, that
for every soontaneously broken sym m etry there m ust be a m asskess spinless
particle. W e knew that there were no such m assless G oldstone bosons in
strong-interaction physics | they would have been obviousm any years be—
fore | 50 this seem ed to close 0 the opportunities provided by soontaneous
symm etry breaking. Higgs [L7] In 1964 wasm otivated by thisdisappointm ent
to try to nd a way out of the G oldstone theorem . He recognized that the
G oldstone theorem would not apply if the origihal symm etry was not just
a global symm etry lke isotopic spin conservation, but a gauge symm etry
like the local isotopic spin symm etry of the original Yang{M ills theory. The
G oldstone boson then rem ains in the theory, but it tums into the helicity-zero
part of a gauge boson, which thersby gets a m ass. At about the sam e tim e
Englert and Brout [18] ndependently discovered the sam e phenom enon, but
w ith a di erent m otivation: they hoped to go back to the idea of using the
Y ang{M ills theory to construct a theory of the strong interactions m ediated
by m assive vector bosons. T his phenom enon had also been noted earlier by
Anderson [19], In a non-relativistic context.

T he second ofthe routes to broken sym m etry wasthe study ofthe currents
of the sem Heptonic weak interactions, the vector and axialwector currents.
In 1958 G oldberger and Trein an R0] gave a derivation ofa relation between
the pion decay constant, the axial vector coupling constant of beta decay,
and the strong coupling constant. T he relation worked better than would be
expected from the rather In plausble approxin ationsused. It was in order to
explain the success ofthe G oldberger{T rein an relation that several theorists
R21] in the follow ing years developed the idea of a partially conserved axial-
vector current, that is, an axialvector current w hose divergence w as not zero
but wasproportionalto thepion eld. Taken literally, thiswasam eaningless
proposition, because any eld operator that had the right quantum num bers,
such as the divergence of the axialsector current, can be called the pion

eld. N ature does not singlke out soeci c operators asthe eld ofthisorthat



particle. This idea was greatly clari ed by Nambu R2] In 1960. He pointed
out that in an idealworld, where the axialvector current was not partially
conserved but exactly conserved, the existence of a non-vanishing nuclkon
m ass and axial vector coupling would require the pion to be a particlke of
zerom ass. At su ciently an allm om entum transfer thism assless pion would
dom inate the pssudoscalarpart ofthe onenuclkon m atrix elem ent ofthe axial
vector current, which leadsto the sam e G oldberger{T rein an resul that had
previously m otivated the notion of partial current conservation. Nambu and
Jona-Lasinio R3] worked out a dynam icalm odel in which the axial{vector
current would be exactly conserved, and showed that the spectrum ofbound
states did indeed Inclide a m asslkess pion.

In this work there was little discussion of spontaneously broken symm e
try. In particular, because the work of Nambu and his collaborators R4] on
soft-pion Interactions only nvolred a single soft pion, it was not necessary to
dentify a particular broken symm etry group. In much of their work it was
taken to be a sinplke U (1) symm etry group. Nambu et al. lke GelbHM ann
et al. R1] em phasized the properties of the currents of beta decay rather
than broken symm etry. Nambu, especially in the paper w ith Jona-Lasinio,
described what he was doing as an analog to the sucoessfiil theory of super-
conductivity of Bardeen, C ooper and Schrie er R5]. A superconductor is
nothing but a place w here electrom agnetic gauge invariance is soontaneously
broken, but you w illnot nd that statem ent or any m ention of spontaneously
broken symm etry anywhere In the classic BCS paper. Anderson [19]did re-
alize the Inportance of spontaneous symm etry breaking in the theory of
superconductivity, but he was alm ost the only condensed m atter physicist
who did.

T he currents of the sam Heptonic weak Interactions rem ained the preoc—
cupation ofG ellM ann and others, w ho proposed working w ith them theway
H eisenberg had w orked w ith atom ic electric dipole transition m atrix elem ents
in his fam ous 1925 paper on quantum m echanics, that is, by deriving com —
m utation relations for the currents and then saturating them by nserting
sum s over sultable Intemm ediate states R6]. This was the socalled current
algebra program . Am ong other things, this approach was used by Adlkr and
W eisberger to derive their celebrated form ula for the axialwvector coupling
constant ofbeta decay R7].

Som etin e around 1965 we began to understand all these developm ents
and how they were related to each other in a m ore m odem way. It was re—



alized that the strong interactions m ust have a broken symm etry, SU 2)
SU (2), consisting of ordinary isotopic spin transfom ations plus chiral iso—
topic spin transfom ations acting oppositely on the kft and right-handed
parts of nuckon elds. Contrary to what I and others had thought at rst,
such a broken sym m etry does not look In the lJaboratory lke an ordinary ap—
proxin ate symm etry. If i is an exact symm etry, but spontaneously broken,
the sym m etry In plications are found in precise predictions forthe low -energy
interactions ofthem assless G oldstonebosons, which forSU (2) SU (2) would
be the pions. Am ong these \soft pion" formm ulas is the G oldberger{T rein an
relation, which should be rad as a omula for the pion-nuckon coupling
at zero pion mom entum . O foourse SU ) SU Q) isonly an approxin ate
symm etry of the strong interactions, so the pion is not a m assless particle,
but is what (over G oldstone’s ob fctions) I Jater called a pssudo-G oldstone
boson, w ith an exosptionally an allm ass.

From thispoint ofview one can calculate thingshaving nothing to dow ith
the electro-w eak interactions, nothing to do w ith the sem iHeptonic vectorand
axialvector currents, but that refer sokely to the strong interactions. Starting
In 1965, the pion-nuclkon scattering lengthswere calculated Independently by
Tom ozawa and m yself 8], and I calculated the pion-pion scattering lengths

R29]. Because these processes involve m ore than one soft pion, the resuls of
these caloulations depended critically on the SU 2) SU (2) symm etry. This
work had a twofold Inpact. One is that it tended to kill o the S-m atrix

approach to the strong interactions, because although there was nothing
wrong w ith the S-m atrix philosophy, its practical im plem entation relied on
the pion-pion interaction being rather strong at low energy, while these new

results showed that it the interaction is in fact quite weak at low energy. This
work also tended fora whilk to reduce interest in what H iggs and B rout and
Englert had done, for we no longer wanted to get rid of the nasty G oldstone
bosons (@shad been hoped particularly by H iggs), because now the pion was
recognized as a G oldstone boson, or very nearly.

T hisbringsm e to the electrow eak theory, asdeveloped by m yself [30], and
Independently by Salam [B1]. Unfortunately Salam isnotw ith usto describe
the chain of reasoning that led hin to this theory, so I can only soeak about
my own work. My starting point n 1967 was the old ain, golng badk to
Yang and M ills, of developing a gauge theory of the strong interactions,
but now bassd on the symm etry group that underlies the successfil soft—
pion predictions, the symm etry group SU 2) SU Q) B2]. I supposed that



the vector gauge boson of this theory would be the -meson, which was
an old idea, whik the axialwector gauge boson would be the a; meson,
an enhancam ent In the channel which was known to be needed to
saturate certain spectral function sum ruls, which I had developed a little
earlier that year [B3]. Taking the SU (2) SU 2) symmetry to be exact
but soontaneously broken, I encountered the sam e result found earlier by
H iggs and Brout and Englert; the G oldstone bosons disappeared and the
a; meson becam e m assive. But w ith the isotopic spin subgroup unbroken,
then (in accordance w ith a general result of K bbbl [34]) the -m eson would
rem ain m assless. Tocould of course put In a comm on m ass forthe a; and by
hand, which at rst gave encouraging results. T he pion now reappeared asa
G oldstone boson, and the spontaneous breaking of the symm etry m ade the
a; mass larger than the m assby a factor of the square root of two, which
was just the ratio that had com e out of the spectral function sum rules. For
a whik Iwasencouraged, but the theory was really too ugly. It wasthe sam e
old problem : putting In a -m eson m ass or any gauge boson m ass by hand
destroyed the rational for the theory and m ade the theory less predictive,
and it also m ade the theory not renom alizable. So Iwas very discouraged.

Then it suddenly occurred to m e that this was a perfectly good sort of
theory, but I was applying it to the wrong kind of interaction. The right
place to apply these ideaswas not to the strong interactions, but to the weak
and electrom agnetic Interactions. There would be a spontaneously broken
gauge symm etry (probably not SU 2) SU (2)) lading to m assive gauge
bosons that would have nothing to do w ith the a; m eson but could ratherbe
denti ed w ith the interm ediate vectorbosons ofthe weak interactions. T here
m Ight be som e generator of the gauge group that was not spontaneously
broken, and the corresponding m assless gauge boson would not be the
m eson, but the photon. The gauge symm etry would be exact; there would
be no m asses put In by hand.

Ineeded a concrete m odel to illustrate these general ideas. At that time
I didn’t have any faith in the existence of quarks, and so I decided only
to Jook at the Jptons, and som ew hat arbitrarily I decided to consider only
symm etries that acted on Just one generation of lptons, ssparately from
antileptons | Just the kefi-handed electron and electron-type neutrino, and
the right-handed electron. W ih those Ingredients, the largest gauge group
you could possbly have would be SU Q) U (@) U (1). OneoftheU (1)s
could be taken to be the gauge group of ¥pton conservation. Now, I knew



that Jepton num ber was conserved to a high degree of accuracy, so thisU (1)
symm etry was presum ably not soontaneously broken, but I also knew that
there was no m asskss gauge boson associated w ith Jepton num ber, because
according to an old argum ent of Lee and Yang [35] it would produce a force
that would com pete w ith gravitation. So I decided to exclude thispart ofthe
gauge group, leaving Just SU 2) U (1) gauge symm etry. T he gauge bosons
were then the charged m assive particlke (and its antjparticlk) that had tradi-
tionally been called the W ; a neutralm assive vector partick that I called the
Z ; and them asskess photon. T he Interactions of these gauge bosons w ith the
Ieptons and w ith each otherwere xed by the gauge sym m etry. A fiferwards T
Jooked back at the literature on intemm ediate vector boson theories from the
late 1950s and early 1960s, and I found that the globalSU 2) U (1) group
structure had already been proposed in 1961 by G lashow [12]. Ionly leamed
later of the independent 1964 work of Salam and W ard [12]. I think the
reason that the four ofushad Independently cometothesame SU 2) U (1)
group structure is sin ply because w ith these ferm Jonic lngredients, jist one
generation of leptons, there is no other group you can be led to. But now the
theory wasbased on an exact though soontaneously broken gauge sym m etry.

T he spontaneous breakdown of this sym m etry had not only to give m ass
to the Interm ediate vector bosons ofthe weak interactions, it also had to give
m ass to the electron (and also, in another lepton doublt, to themuon.) The
only scalar particles whose vacuum expectation valies could give m ass to
the electron and the muon would have to form SU (2) U (1) doublkts w ith
charges + e and zero. For sin plicity, T assum ed that these would be the only
kind of scalar elds In the theory. That m ade the theory quite predictive. Tt
allowed them assesoftheW and the Z aswellas their couplings to be calcu—
lated In temm s of a single unknown anglke . W hatever the value of , theW
and Z m asses were predicted to be quite large, Jarge enough to have escaped
detection. The sam e resuls apply w ith several scalar doublets. (T hese pre-
dictions by the way could also have been obtained in a \technicolor" theory
in which the electrow eak gauge sym m etry is soontaneously broken by strong
forces, as realized twelve years later by Susskind and m yself 36]. T his is still
a possibility, but such technicolor theories have problem s, and I'm betting
on the origihal scalar doublkt or doublkts.)

In addition to predicting the m asses and interactions of the W and Z
In tem s of a sihglke angle, the ekctroweak theory m ade another striking
prediction which could not be veri ed at the tin e, and stillhas not been. A



single scalar doublet of com plex scalar elds can be w ritten In tem s of four
real elds. Three ofthe gauge symm etriesofSU (2) U (1) are spontaneously
broken, which elin lnates the three G oldstone bosons associated w ith these

elds. T his leaves over one m assive neutral scalar particle, as a real particle
that can be ocbserved in the lboratory. This particle, which st made
its appearance In the physics literature n 1967 [30], has so far not m ade
its appearance in the laboratory. Its couplings were already predicted in
this paper, but itsm ass is still unknown. To distinguish this particle from
the G oldstone bosons it has com e to be called the H iggs boson, and it is
now a mapr target of experinental e ort. W ith several doublkts (@s in
supersym m etry theories) there would be several of these particles, som e of
them charged.

Both Salam and Iguessed that the electroweak theory is renom alizable,
because we had started with a theory that was m anifestly renom alizable.
But the theory with spontaneous symm etry breaking had a new perturoa-
tive expansion, and the question was whether or not renom alizability was
preserved In the new perturbation theory. W e both said that we thought
that it was, but didn’t prove i. I can’t answer for Salam , but I can tell you
why Ididn’t prove . Ik wasbecause at that tin e I disliked the only m ethod
by whith it could be proved | the m ethod of path Integration. There are
two altemative approaches to quantization: the old operator m ethod that
goes back to the 1920s, and Feynm an path-integration [37]. W hen I leamed
the path-integration approach In graduate school and subsequent reading,
it seem ed to m e to be no m ore powerful than the operator fom alism , but
wih a ot m ore hand-waving. I tried to prove the renom alizability of the
electroweak theory using the m ost convenient gauge that can be introduced
In the operator fom alism , called unitarity gauge, but I couldn’t do it [38].
I suggested the problem to a student [39], but he couldn’t do it either, and
to this day no one has done it using this gauge. W hat I didn't realize was
that the path-integral formm alismn allow s the use of gauges that cannot be
Introduced as a condition on the operators in a quantum eld theory, so it
gives you a much larger am am entarium of possible gauges in which gauge
Invariant theories can be form ulated.

A though Ididn’t understand the potentialities of path integration, Velt—
man and his student t'Hooft did. Tn 1971 t'Hooft used path integration
to de ne a gauge In which it was ocbvious that spontaneously broken non-—
Abelian gauge theories with only the sim plest interactions had a property
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that is essential to renom alizability, that In all orders of perturbation the-
ory there are only a nite number of n nities @0]. T his did not quite prove
that the theory was renom alizable, because the Lagrangian is constrained
by a soontanecusly broken but exact gauge sym m etry. In the t H ooft gauge
it was obvious that there were only a nite number of In nities, but how

could one be sure that they exactly m atch the param eters of the original
theory as constrained by gauge invariance, so that these in nities can be
absorbed into a rede nition of the param eters? This was Iniially proved in
1972 by Lee and Zinn-Justin #1] and by "t Hooft and Velm ann [#42], and
later in an elkgant fom alisn by Beochi, Rouet, and Stora, and by T yutin
43]. But Imust say that after "t H ooft’s original 1971 paper, (@nd, forme,
a subsequent related paper by Ben Lee $B4]) m ost theorists were pretty well
convinced that the theory was renom alizable, and at least am ong theorists
there was a trem endous upsurge of interest in this kind of theory.

From today’s persoective, it m ay seam odd that so much attention was
focused on the issue of renom alizability. Like general relativity, the old the-
ory of weak Interactions based on four-ferm jon Interactions could have been
regarded asan e ective quantum eld theory @A5], which works perfectly well
at su ciently low energy, and w ith the introduction ofa few additional free
param eters even allow s the calculation of quantum ocorrections. T he expan—
sion param eter In such theories is the energy divided by som e characteristic
m ass and as long as you work to a given order in the energy you w ill only
need a nite num ber of coupling types, so that the coupling param eters can
absorb all of the in nities. But such theores nevitably lose all predictive
pow er at energies above the characteristic m ass. For the four-femm ion theory
of weak interactions it was clear that the characteristic m ass was no greater
than about 300 G&V, and aswe now know, it is actually of the order of the
W mass. The in portance of the renom alizability of the electroweak theory
was not so much that in nities could be rem oved by renom alization, but
rather that the theory had the potentiality of describbing weak and electro—
m agnetic interactions at energies m uch greater than 300 G €V, and perhaps
all the way up to the P lanck scale. The search Pr a renom alizable theory
of weak interactions was the right strategy but, as it tumed out, not for the
reasons we originally thought.

T hese attractive theories of the electrow eak theory did not m ean that the
theory wastrue | that wasam atter forexperim ent. A fter the dem onstration
that the electrow eak theory is renom alizable, its experin ental consequences
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began to be taken seriously. The theory predicted the existence of neutral
currents, but thiswas an old story. Suggestions of neutralweak currents can
be traced back to 1937 papers of G am ow and Teller, K emm er, and W entzel
[46]. N eutral currents had appeared In the 1958 paperby B ludm an and in all
the subssquent papers in ref. 12, lncluding of course those of G lashow and
of Salam and W ard. But now there was som e idea about their strength. In
1972 T looked at the question of how easy it would be to nd sem iHeptonic
neutralcurrent processes, and I found that although in the electrow eak theory
they are som ewhat weak ocom pared to the ordinary charged-current weak
Interactions, they were not too weak to be seen [47]. In particular, I pointed
out that the ratio of elastic neutrinoproton scattering to the corresponding
Inelastic charged-current reaction would have a value between 15 and 25,
depending on the value of the unknown anglke .A 1970 experin ent 48] had
given a value of 12 plus orm inus 06 for this ratio, but the experin enters
didn’t believe that they were actually seeing neutral currents, so they didn’t
clain to have observed a neutral current reaction at a kevel of roughly 12%
of the charged current reaction, and instead quoted this result as an upper
bound. Them ninum theoretical value 0.15 of this ratio applies for sin? =
025, which isnot far from what we now know is the correct value. I suspect
that this 1970 experim ent had actually observed neutral currents, but you
get credit for m aking discoveries only when you clain that you have m ade
the discovery.

N eutral currents were discovered in 1973 at CERN [#9]. I suspect that
this w ill be m entioned Jater today, so I won'’t go Into it here. At st the
data on neutral current reactions looked lke it exactly t the electroweak
theory, but then a serdes of other experin ents gave contrary results. The
m ost severe challenge came in 1976 from two atom ic physics experin ents
B0] that seem ed to show that there was no parity violation in the bisn uth
atom at the kevel that would be expected to be produced by neutral current
electronnuclkon interactions in the electroweak theory. For m ost theorists
these experin ents did not challenge the basic idea that weak interactionsarise
from a spontaneously broken gauge sym m etry, but they threw serious doubt
on the speci ¢ SU () U (1) in plem entation ofthe idea. M any otherm odels
were tried during this period, all sharing the property ofbeing terribly ugly.
F inally, parity violation in the neutral currentsw as discovered at the expected
level In electron{nuclon scattering at SLAC In 1978 [Bl], and after that
m ost physicists took it for granted that the electroweak theory is essentially
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oorrect.

T he other half of the Standard M odel is quantum chrom odynam ics. By
the early 1970s the success of the electrow eak theory had restored Interest in
Yang{M ills theory. Tn 1973 G ross and W ilczek and P olitzer ndependently
discovered that non-A belian gauge theories have the rem arkable property of
asym ptotic freedom [B2]. They used renomm alization group m ethods due
to GellM ann and Low [B3], which had been revived in 1970 by Callan,
Sym anzik, Colam an and Jackiw [B4], to de ne an e ective gauge coupling
constant as a function of energy, and they showed that in Yang{M ills theo—
riesw ith not toom any fermm ions this coupling goes to zero as the energy goes
to In nity. (t Hooft had found this result and announced it at a conference
In 1972, but he waied to publish this result and work out is in plications
while he was doing other things, so his result did not attract much atten-—
tion.) Tt wasalready known both from baryon system atics and from the rate
ofneutralpion decay into two photons that quarks ofeach avoru, d, s, etc.
must com e in three colors [B5], 0 it was naturalto take the gauge sym m etry
ofthe strong Interactionsasan SU (3) gauge group acting on the threevalued
color quantum num ber of the quarks. Subsequent work [6] by G ross and
W ilczek and by G eorgiand P olitzer using the W ilson operator product ex—
pansion [B7] showed that the decrease of the strong coupling constant w ith
ncreasing energy In this theory explained why \partons" had appeared to
be weakly coupled in the 1968 Friedm an {K endall{Taylor experin ent [7].

But a big problem rem ained: what is one to do w ith them assless SU (3)
gauge bosons, the gluons? T he originalpapers 2] ofPolitzer and G ross and
W ilczek suggested that the reason why m assless ghions are not observed is
that the gauge sym m etry is sopontaneously broken, jist as in the electrow eak
theory. The gluons could then be assum ed to be too heavy to dbserve. Very
soon afterw ards a num ber of authors lndependently suggested an altemative,
that the gauge sym m etry is not broken at all, the gluons are in fact m assless,
butwedon’t see them forthe sam e reason that we don't see the quarks, w hich
is that, as a resul of the peculiar infrared properties of non-Abelian gauge
theories, color is trapped; color particles like quarks and gluons can never
be isolated [B8]. This has never been proved. There is now a m illion dollar
prize o ered by the C ray Foundation to anyone who sucoeeds in proving it
rigorously, but since it is true I for one am happy to lave the proof to the
m athem aticians.

O ne of the great things that cam e out of this period of the developm ent
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of the ekectroweak and the strong Interaction theories is an understanding
at long last of the old approxin ate symm etries. It was now understood
that these sym m etries were approxin ate because they weren’t fundam ental
symm etries at all; they were jist accidents. R enom alizable quantum chro—
m odynam ics m ust respect strangeness conservation and charge conjigation
Invariance, and, aside from a non-perturbative e ect that I don’t have time
to go Into, it must also respect parity and tin e reversal Invariance. You
cannot introduce any renom alizable interaction Into the theory that would
violate those symm etries. Thiswould not be true if scalar elds participated
In the strong interactions, as In the old Yukawa theory. This result was not
only aesthetically pleasing, but crucial, because if there were possible renor-
m alizable nteractions that violated, say, strangeness conservation, or parity,
then even ifyou didn’t put such Interactions in the theory, higher order weak
Interactions would generate them at st order in the ne structure constant
B9]. There would then be violations of parity and strangeness conservation
In the strong interactions at a level of a percent or so, which certainly isnot
the case.

If one m akes the additional assum ption that the up, down and strange
quark m asses are an all, then w ithout having to assum e anything about their
ratios it follow sthat the theory hasan approxin ate SU (3) SU (3) symm etry,
Including not only the eightfold way but also the spontaneously broken chiral
SU (2) SU (2) symm etry that had been usad to derive theorem s for low —
energy pionsback in them id 1960s. Furthem ore, w ith an intrinsic SU (3)
SU (3) symm etry breaking due to an allup, down and strange quark m asses,
this symm etry gives rise to the G ellM ann{O kubo m ass formula [©60] and
Justi es the symm etry-breaking assum ptions m ade in the 1965 derivation
of the pionpion scattering lengths R9]. Finall, i is autom atic In such
theories that the sam ideptonic currents of the weak interactions must be
symm etry currents associated with this SU (3) SU (3) symmetry. This
was a really pyous m om ent for theorists. Suddenly, after all those years of
dealing with approxin ate symm etries, it all f£ll into place. They are not
fiundam ental sym m etries of nature at all; they are jast accidents dictated by
the renom alizability of quantum chrom odynam ics and the gauge orign of
the electroweak Interactions.

Before closing, I must also say som ething about two other topics: the
problem of strangeness nonconservation in the weak interactions, and the
discoverdes of the third generation of quarks and leptons and ofthe W and
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Z .

T he charge exchange sam ikeptonic Interactions were long known to vio—
late strangeness conservation, so any charged W boson would have to have
couplings In which strangeness changes by one unit. It follow s that the ex—
change ofpairsof W scould produce processes ke K K conversion in which
strangeness changes by two unis. W ih an ulraviokt cuto of the order
of the W m ass, the am plitude for such processes would be suppressed by
only two factors ofthe nverse W m ass, lkea rst-orderweak interaction, in
contradiction w ith the known m agnitude ofthem assdi erence oftheK ; and
K,.A way out ofthisdi culy was discovered in 1970 by G lashow , Tliopou—
los and M aiani [61]. They found that these strangeness+violating rst-order
weak Interactions would disappear if there were two full doublets of quarks,
entering in the sam e way in the weak interactions. This required a fourth
quark, called the cham quark. T hey also showed that w ith the fourth quark
in the theory, n an SU () gauge theory the neutral currents would not vi-
olate strangeness conservation. In 1972 I showed that the GIM m echanian
also works for the Z exchange ofthe SU 2) U (1) electroweak theory [62].
The Introduction of the fourth quark also had the happy consequence, as
shown independently by Boucdhiat, Iliopoulos, and M eyer and by m yself [63],
that the triangle anom alies that would otherw ise m ake the theory not really
gauge nvariant all cancelled. The K; K, mass di erence was calculated
as a function of the cham quark m ass by G aillard and Lee [64], who used
the experim ental value of thism ass di erence to estin ate that the m ass of
the cham quark would be about 1.5 G &V . Further, using the new insight
from quantum chrom odynam ics that the strong coupling is not so strong at
energies of this order, Applequist and Politzer n 1974 (just before the dis—
oovery of the J/psi) predicted that the cham -anticharm bound state would
be rather narrow [65]. This narrow bound state was discovered In 1974 [66],
and inm ediately not only provided evidence for the existence of a fourth
quark, but also gave vivid testim ony that quarks are real.

The only thing ram aining in the com pletion of the Standard M odelwas
the discovery of the third generation: the Jlepton [67] (@nd the corresoond—
Ing neutrino) and the bottom [68] and top [69] quarks. This provided a
new mechanisn for CP violation, the com plex phase factor in the Cabibo{
K obayashi{M askawa m atrix [/0] appearing in the sam ideptonic weak inter-
actions. T he fact that the third generation ofquarks isonly slightly m ixed in
thism atrix w ith the st and second generations even m akes it natural that
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the CP violation produced in thisway should be ratherweak. Unfortunately,
the explanation ofthem asses and m ixing angles in the C abdbbo{K cbayashi{
M askawa m atrix continues to elide us.

T hese developm ents were crowned in 1983 w ith the discovery [71] of the
W and the Z intemm ediate vector bosons. It has proved possible to m easure
their m asses w ith great precision, which has allowed a stringent com parison
of the electroweak theory w ith experim ent. T his com parison has even begun
to give hints of the properties of the as yet undiscovered scalar particlke or
particles.

W ell, those were great days. The 1960s and 1970s were a tin e when
experin entalists and theorists were really interested In what each other had
to say, and m ade great discoveries through their m utual interchange. W e
have not seen such great days in elem entary particle physics since that tin e,
but I expect that we will see good tin es retum again In a few years, w ith
the beginning of a new generation of experin ents at this laboratory.
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